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Status of Claims 1 
Claims 1-1 1 and 30-44 are pending in the above-referenced patent application. In this 
amendment, claims 1, 30, 32, 35 and 37 have been amended to more clearly delineate intended 
subject matter, and claims 40-44 have been added. It is noted that the amendments to the claims and 
the new claims introduce no new matter, and support for the amendments and the new claims may be 
found in the specification, claims and figures as filed. It is respectfully requested that the Examiner 
enter the amendments to claims 1, 30, 32, 35 and 37, enter new claims 40-44, and allow all pending 
claims to proceed to allowance. Additionally, reconsideration in light of the foregoing amendments and 
the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Objections to the Claims 

In the Office Action, the Examiner objected to claims 1 and 35 for informalities. It is noted that 
claims 1 and 35 have been amended to address the objections noted by the Examiner. For example, 
the limitation "which is used to* of claim 1, and the iimitation "adapted to" of claim 35 have been 
deleted. Accordingly, the objections to claims 1 and 35 are rendered moot, and it is respectfully 
requested that the Examiner withdraw these claim objections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $101 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-11 and 30-39 under 35 USC §101. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. It is respectfully submitted that claims 1-11 and 30-39 are directed to 
subject matter that falls within the standards set forth in 35 U.S.C. §101. For example, subject matter 
of claims 1-11 and 30-39 produce a useful, concrete and tangible result in accordance with 35 U.S.C. 
§101. It is respectfully noted that MPEP §2106 along with interim guidelines for relating to subject 
matter eligibility, titled "Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications for Patent Subject 
Matter Eligibility", issued on October 26, 2005, provide guidance on determining whether claimed 
subject matter produces a tangible result. As stated in MPEP §2106: 
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The tangible requirement does not necessarily mean that a claim must either be tied to a 
particular machine or apparatus or must operate to change articles or materials to a different 
state or thing. However, the tangible requirement does require that the claim must recite more 
than a 35 U.S.C. 101 judicial exception, in that the process claim must set forth a practical 
application of that judicial exception to produce a real-world result. 

It is respectfully submitted that claims 1-11 and 30-39 comply with these standards, as well as 
the standards set forth in 35 U.S.C. §101, and produce a useful, concrete and tangible result. As just 
an example, the limitations "accessing a relational database" and "recording or retrieving configuration 
information on a unit of manufacture" as recited In claim 1, the limitations "storing information in a 
relational database", and "accessing said pair of configuration management storage tables" as recited 
in claim 30, and the limitations "store information in a relational database", and "access said pair of 
configuration management storage tables" as recited in claim 35 set forth practical applications to 
produce real-world results in accordance with MPEP §2106. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted 
that because claims 1-11 and 30-39 comply with the aforementioned standards, these claims are in a 
condition for allowance. Accordingly, it Is respectfully requested that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejection of these claims, and allow all pending claims to proceed to allowance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C §112 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1 , 29 and 35 under 35 (JSC 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. Claims 1, 29 and 35 have been amended to clarify intended 
subject matter, and, accordingly, the rejection of claims 1, 29 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. §112 is rendered 
moot. It is noted that the amendments to claims 1, 29 and 35 do not affect claim scope, but merely 
clarify limitations that were already present in claims 1, 29 and 35. For example, claims 1, 29 and 35 
have been amended to clarify limitations regarding a "first index key" and a "second index key". 
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Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner withdraw this rejection and allow all these 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC S103(a) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-1 1 and 30-39 under 35 USC 103(a) over 
Knoblock et al.(U.S. Pat. No. 6,023,699, hereinafter "Knoblock") in view of Rivette (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,339,767). These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

It is noted that as required by 35 USC 103(a), in order to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness, all the claim limitations of the rejected claims must be taught or suggested by the prior 
documents. It Is respectfully submitted that the cited documents do not meet these criteria. For 
example, the cited documents, alone or in combination, does not teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. Accordingly, a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established. 

Although Knoblock describes organizing a relational database, Knoblock does not teach or 
suggest "accessing a relational database comprising at least one parts information lookup table, at 
least one location information lookup table, at least one unit storage table, and a pair of configuration 
management storage tables using a first index key, the first index key defining a group of continuation 
management records for a part definition, location definition or unit definition, and accessible using a 
second index key, the second index key defining current configuration management records for a part 
definition, location definition, or a unit location, wherein said pair of configuration management storage 
tables are linked together, and one of said configuration management storage tables comprises a 
configuration management status table and the other comprises a configuration management memo 
table", as recited in claim 1. 

As one specific example, Knoblock does not teach or suggest "a pair of configuration 
management tables.. .wherein said pair of configuration management storage tables are linked 
together, and one of said configuration management storage tables comprises a configuration 
management status table and the other comprises a configuration management memo table". 
According to the Examiner, on page 2 of the Office Action, in the "Response to Arguments", "Knoblock 
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teaches a relational database contains tables for storing items. These tables are represented a pair of 

configuration tables." However, Assignee is unable to locate any instance of tt a pair of configuration 

management tables" in Knoblock. The cited portion of Knoblock describes a "configuration library", but 

does not show or describe any instance of °a pair of configuration management tables". Accordingly, 

Knoblock does not teach or suggest M a pair of configuration management tables... wherein said pair of 

configuration management storage tables are linked together, and one of said configuration 

management storage tables comprises a configuration management status table and the other 

comprises a configuration management memo table". 

Furthermore, Rivette fails to cure the noted deficiency of Knoblock. For example, although 

Rivette describes organizing patent databases with databases of non-patent information, Rivette does 

not teach or suggest "a pair of configuration management tables.. .wherein said pair of configuration 

management storage tables are linked together, and one of said configuration management storage 

' tables comprises a configuration management status table and the other comprises a configuration 

management memo table", as recited in claim 1. According to the Examiner, on page 9 of the Office 

Action, "The above information shows that the BOM table 1221 is represented as a configuration 

management status table and the BOM table 1219 is represented as a configuration management 

memo table. The table 1217 contains index keys such as BOM group names to access tables 1221 

and 1219." However, the Examiner has mischaracterized the teachings of Rivette, and contrary to the 

Examiner's position, BOM table 1221 and BOM table 1219 are not "a pair of configuration management 

tables". Furthermore, Rivette does not teach or suggest "a pair of configuration management 

tables.. .wherein said pair of configuration management storage tables are linked together, and one of 

said configuration management storage tables comprises a configuration management status table 

and the other comprises a configuration management memo table", as recited in claim 1. Therefore, 

Rivette does not provide the missing aspects of claim 1 discussed above. 

Accordingly, any resultant combination, even assuming such a combination could be 

successfully made, would still not teach or suggest all the elements of the rejected claims, as set forth 

above. Accordingly, the Examiner has failed to make a successful prima facie showing of obviousness. 
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It is, therefore, respectfully requested that the Examiner withdraw his rejection of claim 1, and it is 
respectfully asserted that claim 1 is a condition for allowance. 

Additionally, claims 2-11 and 30-39 depend from and/or include similar limitations as those of 
claim 6 and are, therefore, not rendered obvious for at least the same or similar reasons. Accordingly, 
it is respectfully requested that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of claims 1-1 1 and 30-39 and 
allow all pending claims to proceed to allowance. 

It Is noted that many other bases for traversing the rejections could be provided, but Assignee 
believes that the grounds presented above are sufficient. Assignee respectfully submits that because a 
prima facie case under 35 U.S.C. 103 has not been established, these pending claims are in condition 
for allowance. It is, therefore, respectfully requested that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of these 
claims, and allow these claims to proceed to allowance. Additionally, it is noted that the Assignee's 
failure to comment directly upon any position(s) asserted by the Examiner in the office action does not 
indicate agreement or acquiescence with that (those) position(s). For example, Assignee does not 
agree or acquiesce to Examiner's position as to whether there is any suggestion to combine the cited 
documents or whether there would be any reasonable expectation of success from making such a 
combination. Rather, the foregoing is believed sufficient and, therefore, any such position(s) are 
believed to be rendered moot as a result 
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CONCLU SION JUN 1 5 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that all of the claims pending in this patent 
application, as amended, are in condition for allowance. If the Examiner has any questions, he is 
invited to contact the undersigned at (503) 439-6500. Reconsideration of this patent application and 
early allowance of all the claims is respectfully requested. 

Please charge any shortages and credit any overcharges of any fees required for this 
submission to Deposit Account number 50-3703. . 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: June 15. 2007 /Michael J. Willardson/ 

Michael J. Willardson 
Patent Attorney 
Reg. No. 50,856. 

Berkeley Law and Technology Group, LLP 
17933 NW Evergreen Parkway, Suite 250 
Beaverton, OR 97006 
Customer No. 43831 
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